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Background: The trend in chemical insecticide development has focused on improving the efficacy against
mosquitoes while reducing the environmental impact. Lethal lures apply an “attract-and-kill” strategy that draws the
insect to the killing agent rather than bringing the killing agent to the insect.
Methods: In this study, the mosquito oviposition pheromone was extracted from the eggs of Aedes aegypti (L.) and
further investigated with a combination of pheromone and granular temephos as a lethal lure.
Results: The compound caproic acid attracted significantly more egg-laying mosquitos at 1 ppm (660.83 ± 91.61)
than the control (343.83 ± 56.24), which consisted of solvent only (Oviposition Activity Index: 0.316). Further investigation
of the combination of caproic acid with granular temephos as a lethal lure attracted significantly more gravid female
Ae. aegypti to oviposit their eggs than the temephos treated water and control.
Conclusions: This indicated the ability of caproic acid in acting as an attractant and counters the repellency effect of
temephos. Additionally, the presence of temephos in the lethal lure also restricted the hatching of the eggs and killed
any larvae that hatched.
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Aedes aegypti (L) is an important vector of mosquito-
borne diseases that are frequently found in tropical and
subtropical areas of the world [1]. The favorable climate
and availability of vertebrate hosts in south-east Asia
provide an excellent habitat that supports a high diver-
sity of medically important mosquitoes. In Malaysia, Ae.
aegypti is the most important species due to its role in
the transmission of dengue viruses [2]. Insecticides have
been the mainstay for mosquito control because they
immediately suppress mosquito populations [2-4]. How-
ever, they have also caused undesirable effects such as
the development of insecticide resistance, destruction of
non-target organisms and endangerment to human
health though exposure by handling and/or consump-
tion of the insecticide [3,4] Furthermore, depending on
the application method and climatic factors, only 10% of* Correspondence: songguan26@gmail.com
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unless otherwise stated.conventionally applied insecticides may reach their tar-
get in sufficient time and quantities [5].
The “attract-and-kill” approach was reviewed as an al-
ternative solution in mosquito control [6]; this approach
utilizes an attractant that draws the insect to the killing
agent, as opposed to humans bringing the killing agent
to the insect [7]. The strategy is target specific because
the semiochemicals used are frequently species specific,
maximizing mosquito-insecticide contact compared with
other applications such as fogging and aerosols. None-
theless, attract-and-kill studies have seldom been used
on Ae. aegypti for oviposition or host-seeking because of
the complex mixture of the attractants and the difficulty
in determining the killing agent. Attempts at a lethal lure
have been described by Okumu et al. [8], Smallegange
and Takken [9], Ferdinand et al. [10] and Nancy et al.
[11], who demonstrated that an odor-baited mosquito trap
is effective, especially when integrated with other control
methods. Nevertheless, the chemical ecology of mosquito
semiochemicals is still poorly understood, and morel. This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative
ommons.org/licenses/by/4.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and
iginal work is properly credited. The Creative Commons Public Domain
g/publicdomain/zero/1.0/) applies to the data made available in this article,
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mosquito control [12]. In this study, attractants are ex-
tracted using modified AOAC fatty acid extraction and
identified using HPLC. The compounds' attractiveness
was confirmed by conducting an attractiveness bioassay,
and the attractant (OAI > 0.30) will become the candidate




The eggs and adult females of the susceptible strain
WHO/VCRU of Ae. aegypti were obtained from the Vector
Control Research Unit (VCRU), University Science
Malaysia. The mosquitoes were cultured at 27 ± 1°C
and 75 ± 5% relative humidity in insectariums. The lar-
vae were reared in dechlorinated water and fed with
lab food (Dog biscuit: yeast: milk powder: beef liver
powder at a 3:1:1:1 ratio). The pupae were transferred
into a 30 × 30 × 30 cm netted cage for adult emergence.
The adult mosquitoes were fed with 10% sucrose mixed
with a Vitamin B complex as an energy supply. Fresh eggs
(laid less than 24 hours) were used in the extraction, and
the bioassay laboratory tests were performed on 4- to
5-day-old gravid Ae. aegypti females.
Extraction of the mosquito oviposition pheromone (MOP)
The extraction method was slightly modified from the
AOAC 969.33 fatty acid extraction method [13]. Ae.
aegypti eggs were first preserved as lyophilized cells
(freeze-dried cells) using a freeze-dryer and then con-
verted into a non-reactive form by acid-catalyzed esteri-
fication [14]. The glycerol moiety of the lipids was
replaced by methanol, and a non-reactive methyl ester
was formed.
For the extraction of fatty acids, approximately 50 000
eggs of Ae. aegypti were immersed in 10 ml of methanol
and frozen in liquid nitrogen (-196°C). Next, the sample
was sent to the Biochemical Laboratory, School of
Biological Sciences, University Sains Malaysia, to be
freeze-dried using the Labcanio-Model 117 (England)
freeze-dryer. The freeze-dryer kept the sample at -47°C
with continuous pumping using a vacuum pump. After
48 hours, the samples became lyophilized cells.
The preparation for HPLC analysis was modified from
the Folch procedure, which is an acid-catalyzed esterifica-
tion. The freeze-dried cells were divided into 0.10- g sam-
ples using an electric microbalance and transferred vinto a
small test tube. A total of five replicates were prepared.
Two milliliters of solvent (85% sulfuric acid + 15% methanol)
followed by 2 ml of chloroform were added. After adding
the solvent, nitrogen was introduced to displace the air
inside the test tube. The samples were placed in a
heater and heated to 100°C for 30 minutes. Later, thesamples were cooled down and then vortexed for two
minutes. The samples were allowed to settle down
overnight, enabling the mixture to form two layers of
liquids. The bottom layer was removed and kept in a
small Scott bottle for High Performance Liquid Chroma-
tography (HPLC) analysis in the Biochemistry Laboratory
of the School of Biological Sciences, University Science
Malaysia.
HPLC (Perkin Elmer) used a two-solvent delivery pump,
a U6K injector and a fatty acid silica-fused capillary col-
umn (Omegawax by Supelco, United States; dimensions:
30 meters in length, 0.25 mm in diameter and 0.25 μm in
thickness). The flame-ionization detector was connected
to the computer and a Model 990 Plotter. The HPLC was
run using an isocratic gradient with a mobile phase com-
posed of tetrahydrofuran–acetonitrile-water-acetic acid.
The effluents were monitored over a range of 190-240 nm.
The samples were injected into the column, and an internal
standard was used to confirm the fatty acid.Chemicals
The tested HPLC-grade chemicals were purchased from
Sigma-Aldrich Malaysia. Stock solutions were prepared
from the raw chemicals, and hexane was used as the
solvent. Each stock solution underwent a series of dilu-
tions to obtain 1, 10 and 100 ppm concentrations. How-
ever, the 10% granular temephos, Abate® 1.1G (1.1% w/w;
BASF, Malayisa), was used in the lethal lure part of the
experiment.Attractiveness bioassay
A laboratory bioassay of oviposition attractiveness was
performed in net cages measuring 30 × 30 × 30 cm with
an opening on one side. A 90-mm diameter Whatman
No. 1 filter paper was shaped into a cone, and the pointed
end was cut off. The filter paper was then immersed in a
paper cup, measuring 3 cm in height and 5 cm in diam-
eter, containing 19 ml of dechlorinated water with 1 ml
of solvent or 1 ml of MOPs at the desired concentration
(1, 10 or 100 ppm).
Twenty 4- to 5-day-old gravid mosquitoes were released
into the net cage, and the treated paper cups and the con-
trols were subjected to the bioassay for 22 hours. The four
paper cups (control, 1, 10 and 100 ppm treatments) were
placed equidistant from each other. The paper cups were
removed every day and replaced with fresh sample solu-
tions. The paper cups were rotated clockwise with every
change of fresh sample solution to prevent site selection
by the mosquitoes. There were six replicates for each
assay per day. Each chemical was evaluated separately.
Experiments were conducted for 5 continuous days, and
egg counts were conducted every day using a needle and a
magnifying glass.
Table 1 Compounds extracted by fatty acid extraction
and identified by HPLC
No. Retention time
(minute)
Compound name Area (%)
1. 4.344 C4:0 Butyric acid 93.86
2. 7.975 C6:0 Caproic acid 1.89
3. 20.073 C10 Capric acid 0.08
4. 27.436 C13 Tridecanoic acid 0.02
5. 32.480 C14:1 Myristoleic acid 0.08
6. 37.775 C16:0 Palmitic acid 0.92
7. 38.486 C16:1n7 Palmitoleic acid 1.45
8. 42.582 C18:1n9 Elaidic (t) or Oleic (c) 0.17
9. 43.147 C18:1n7 vaccenic acid 0.64
10. 43.155 C18:2n6 Linolelaidic (t) or
linoleic (c)
0.42
11. 44.353 C18:3n6 g-Linolenic 0.08
12. 53.370 C20:4n3 eicsoatetraenoic acid 0.04
13. 62.699 C22:5n3 docosapentaenoic acid
(DPA)
0.12
14. 65.616 C22:6n3 docosahexaenoic acid
(DHA)
0.06
HPLC. high performance liquid chromatography.
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the number of eggs in both the control and treatment
dishes. The oviposition activity was expressed as the
oviposition activity index (OAI) by Kramer & Mulla [15]:
OAI ¼ NT– NS= NT þNS
where NT denotes the mean number of eggs in the
treated water and NS denotes the mean number of eggs
laid in the control water. All index values were within
the range of +1 to −1. As suggested by Kramer and
Mulla [15], compounds with an OAI of +0.30 or greater
are considered attractants, whereas those with an OAI
of −0.30 or less are considered repellents.
Lethal lure bioassay
A laboratory bioassay was conducted in a 30 × 30 ×
30 cm netted cage with an opening on one side. Twenty
4- to 5-day-old female Ae. aegypti were transferred to the
experimental cages. The gravid female mosquitoes were
allowed to select the oviposition site among the treatment
oviposition cups containing the desired concentration of
the attractant compound and granular temephos, the cups
containing granular temephos in dechlorinated water and
the control cups. They were placed in a triangular position
with equal distance. Ten replicates were performed for
each sample. The bioassay was performed for 22 hours,
after which the old treatment and control cups were
replaced with new ones. The bioassay was conducted for 5
continuous days. The positions of the paper cups were
changed alternately to avoid any site selection.
The Ae. aegypti eggs were counted once they were
collected. The counting was accomplished using a
magnifying glass, a compound microscope and a needle.
Eventually, the counted eggs were transferred uncondi-
tionally to an enamel tray (diameter 25 cm; height 4 cm)
containing 1 l of dechlorinated water. Each tray contained
200 larvae to avoid overcrowding. The number of 1st in-
star larvae was counted and considered to represent the
hatchability; the mortality of the larvae after 24 hours was
also studied.
Statistical analysis
The attractiveness of the compound was prior analyzed
based on the OAI, in which OAI values exceeding +0.30
were considered attractants, and confirmed by subject-
ing the eggs quantity of the attractant and control in
SPSS 17.0 student t-test to compare their differences.
The effectiveness of the lethal lure was compared with
the control. Three factors were studied: attractiveness
(measurement of the number of eggs), egg hatching and
mortality of the larvae. The results of the bioassay were
subjected to One-way ANOVA by using SPSS 17.0.Results
Identification of mosquito oviposition pheromone
The fatty acid extraction was identified according to
Holman et al. [16] omega nomenclature or n nomen-
clature. The “n” indicates the number of carbons; the
“x” indicates the double bond located on the xth car-
bon–carbon bond, counting from the terminal methyl
carbon (designated as n or ω) towards the carbonyl
carbon. All the compounds were named according to
SGE Analytical Science [17] and the Lipid library from
Lipomics Technologies [18] (Table 1), and the respective
peaks of the compounds are shown in the chromatograph
in Figure 1.
Oviposition response of gravid females of Ae. aegypti to
the MOP
Due to the complexity of the mixture, only selective
compounds were tested in this study. The selection is
based on short-chain fatty acids that have fewer than
16 carbons [19]. Therefore, based on the results of the
extraction of MOPs, the compounds tested were C6
caproic acid, C16 palmitic acid and C16:1n7 palmito-
leic acid.
Hwang et al. [20] tested C4:0 butyric, C10 capric acid,
C13 tridecanoic acid and C14:1 myristoleic acid on Ae.
aegypti, but these compounds were not tested in the
present study.
Caproic acid is a saturated six-carbon fatty acid. The
fatty acid attracted significantly more mosquitoes com-
pared with the control at 1 ppm. The OAI for the 1 ppm
Figure 1 Chromatograph of fatty acid extraction from Aedes aegypti mosquito eggs.
Table 2 Oviposition responses of the gravid females
Aedes aegypti to the MOP





Control 343.83 ± 56.24
1 ppm 660.83 ± 91.61* 0.316
10 ppm 345.00 ± 54.89 0.002
100 ppm 411.17 ± 114.88 0.089
Palmitic acid
(Hexadecanoic acid)
Control 560.67 ± 60.39
1 ppm 449.00 ± 69.24 -0.111
10 ppm 536.33 ± 96.49 -0.022
100 ppm 495.00 ± 70.00 -0.062
Palmitoleic acid
(9-hexedecanoic acid
Control 510.82 ± 140.89
1 ppm 397.00 ± 106.20 -0.125
10 ppm 413.83 ± 121.07 -0.105
100 ppm 317.83 ± 87.36 -0.233
OAI. oviposition activity index.
t (18), *P < 0.05.
**Statistical test was only carried out on the attractant which OAI exceed 0.3.
Ong and Jaal Parasites & Vectors  (2015) 8:28 Page 4 of 7caproic acid was 0.316 and the number of eggs laying in-
duced by caproic acid (660.83 ± 91.61) is significantly
higher than the control (343.83 ± 56.24) at p < 0.05. Never-
theless, when caproic acid was tested at the higher con-
centrations of 10 ppm and 100 ppm, the results were still
positive but were not considered as an attractant. Palmitic
acid is a saturated fatty acid that contains 16 carbons.
The compound attracted fewer mosquitoes than the
control at all concentrations but was not considered a
repellent based on its OAI value. In contrast, palmitoleic
acid showed negative attractiveness towards Ae. aegypti at
all concentrations. The mean number of eggs and the
OAI values are shown in Table 2.
Oviposition responses of Ae. aegypti to a combination of
lethal lure
The lethal lure, which consisted of temephos and
caproic acid, attracted a significantly higher number of
eggs (835 ± 84) compared with the control (F: 1.08; df: 18;
P < 0.001). The control, which consisted of only hexane
(solvent), contained 538 ± 74 eggs laid by the gravid Ae.
aegypti. On the other hand, temephos has attracted a sig-
nificantly lower number of eggs (311 ± 64) than the le-
thal lure and control, in which indicating its repellency
properties. Furthermore, the lethal lure and temephos
showed relatively low egg hatch (3% and 4%, respectively
Ong and Jaal Parasites & Vectors  (2015) 8:28 Page 5 of 7of the total number of eggs) and good mortality (92% and
95%, respectively) compared with the control, which
showed a higher percentage of egg hatch (87% of the total
number of eggs) (Table 3).
Discussion
Identification of mosquito oviposition pheromone
Although most of the extraction methods involved
methanol being rinsed off by distilled water, a major dis-
advantage is that two distinct observable layers were not
formed because methanol is completely miscible with
water. Thus, the mixture of methanol and water will
produce a homogeneous solution, and the MOP com-
pounds would eventually be randomly distributed be-
tween the methanol and water layers. As a result, the
MOP compounds are difficult to obtain by mixing
methanol and water.
There were 14 fatty acids detected by the GC, and the
results consisted of several compounds in high propor-
tions. Butyric acid was the compound with the highest
proportion in the analysis, similar to the extraction of
the active fraction of 1% Lab Chow Infusion by Hwang
et al. [20]. Caproic acid was also present in the 1% Lab
Chow Infusion. These findings could indicate that bu-
tyric acid and caproic acid originated from the eggs of
the mosquito and not from organic debris produced via
the fermentation of bacteria in the infusion. Moreover,
palmitic acid and palmitoleic acid were also present in
the egg extraction conducted by Ganesan et al. [6].
However, the palmitoleic acid detected by HPLC was
not specified in the geometric isomerism compared with
the attractive (Z)-9-hexadecanoic acid tested by Ganesan
et al. [6]. The fatty acid extraction improved the identifi-
cation of shorter fatty acid chains, suggesting that
freeze-drying the eggs can eventually preserve some of
the MOPs in the eggs.
Oviposition response of gravid females of Ae. aegypti to
the MOP
Freshly blood-fed female Ae. aegypti rested on the walls
of the net cage. Approximately 24 hours were required
for the blood to be completely digested and for eggs to
form. The mosquitoes began laying their eggs on theTable 3 Oviposition responses of Aedes aegypti to the contro
and the percentage of post-treatment hatching and mortality
Sample Mean ±
Control (Hexane in dechlorinated water) 538 ± 7
Temephos (temephos and hexane in dechlorinated water 311 ± 6
Lethal lure (caproic acid and temephos) 835 ± 9
t (18), ***P < 0.001.
S.E. standard error.
OAI. oviposition activity index.
*a Percentage of hatching was based on total egg of each sample (control. 5383; te
**b Percentage of mortality was based on the larvae hatch (control. 4523; temephosecond day after blood feeding. Female do not normally
lay their entire batch of eggs in one location, but rather
they distribute them in multiple water-filled containers,
a behavior called “skip oviposition” [21]. However, the
augmentation of some containers with organic materials
can counteract skip oviposition and significantly increase
the number of eggs in target containers [22]. Therefore,
to minimize the skip oviposition behavior of the mosqui-
toes, MOPs were replaced every 22 hours to ensure a
fresh effect.
The cues for the oviposition of mosquitoes depend on
two factors: chemical and tactile [14]. Apart from the
chemicals tested, cone-shaped filter paper was provided
as the tactile stimulus, serving as an object for the mos-
quitoes to hold onto while ovipositing their eggs. More-
over, the presence of the filter paper prevented the
mosquitoes from drowning while they were ovipositing
their eggs. The number of eggs may differ from one cage
to another according to the amount of blood ingested
during a blood meal.
According to Kramer and Mulla [15] an OAI value of
more than 0.300 indicates that the compound is an at-
tractant. Caproic acid was one of the fatty acids tested
by Kramer et al. [23] on the oviposition of Culex quin-
quefasciatus. However, caproic acid had not been previ-
ously tested on Ae. aegypti. In the present study, 1 ppm
caproic acid attracted more gravid female mosquitoes to
lay eggs than the control. In addition, the OAI value of
1 ppm caproic acid was +0.316, indicating that it is con-
sidered an attractant based on the definition by Kramer
et al. [23]. Nevertheless, caproic acid repelled Culex
quinquefasciatus Kramer et al. [23] but attracted Ae.
aegypti, suggesting that mosquitoes reduced inter-species
competition at the breeding site that could compromise
survivorship between them.
Ganesan et al. [6] tested palmitic acid against Ae.
aegypti at 1, 10 and 100 ppm concentrations, and the
mosquitoes showed slight attraction at 1 and 10 ppm
but were repelled at 100 ppm. This finding is in contrast
with that of the present study, in which palmitic acid re-
pelled mosquitoes at all concentrations. The OAI values
for 1, 10 and 100 ppm palmitic acid were 0.111, -0.021
and -0.062, respectively.l (Hexane) and treatment (Caproic Acid and Temephos)
S.E. OAI Hatching (%)* Mortality (%)**
5 87% 0%
4 -0.27 4% 95%
4*** 0.22 3% 92%
mephos 5242; lethal lure 8354).
s 209; lethal lure 212).
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tractiveness at 1, 10 and 100 ppm, with OAI values of -0.125,
-0.105 and -0.233, respectively. Nonetheless, Ganesan et al.
[6] showed that the isomer (Z)-9-hexadecanoic acid
(palmitoleic acid) attracted Ae. aegypti at concentrations
of 10 and 100 ppm, with both showing OAI values
of +0.55. The difference in the attraction response was
due to the presence of the other isomer, (E)-hexadecanoic
acid, in the racemic 9-hexadecanoic acid, which repelled
Ae. aegypti. This result suggests that the (E)-isomer exhib-
ited a repellent property, and this phenomenon also sup-
ports the high specificity of the compound to the olfaction
of mosquitoes. As demonstrated by Ponnusamy et al.
[14] microbial metabolites, which consist of fatty acids
from carbon 16 to carbon 19, were implicated as mos-
quito attractants, but these odorants did not induce egg
laying. This phenomenon was also observed in the present
study, in which both hexadecanoic acid and racemic
9-hexadecanoic acid contained 16 carbons.
Oviposition responses of Ae. aegypti to a combination of
lethal lure
The lethal lure had a significantly higher number of eggs
(835 ± 94, P < 0.001) laid in it than the control (538 ± 75).
The current study on the combination of caproic acid and
granular temephos as a lethal lure is reported for the first
time in Malaysia. Previously, Nazni [24] attempted a com-
bination of a field ovitrap and temephos against Aedes
mosquitoes and found that the oviposition activity of
Aedes mosquitoes was not significantly different from the
field ovitrap alone. The result of the study by Nazni (2009)
[24] supported the present study, in which temephos was
not affecting the attractiveness of lethal lure. Although
Humberto et al. [25] had demonstrated temephos post re-
pellency properties when compared to another insecticide,
spinosad, but the present study had showed the capability
of caproic acid to reverse the repellency effect of teme-
phos. This is demonstrated in the OAI of this study that
lethal lure which contained caproic acid and temephos
was 0.22 (attracting) while temephos that contained
temephos in dechlorinated water was -0.26 (repelling).
Michaelakis et al. [7] studied the combination of the
synthetic oviposition pheromone 6-acetoxy-5-hexadeca-
nolide and granulated temephos against Culex pipiens.
The 300 mg of 6-acetoxy-5-hexadecanolide managed to
attract the mosquitoes to lay a significant number of egg
rafts on the treatment, and the temephos eventually killed
the larvae that hatched. The results of Michaelakis et al.
[7] in an attract-and-kill strategy using temephos are
similar to the present study. Both studies indicated that
the use of temephos did not affect the effectiveness of
the attractant.
Temephos causes minimum undesirable effects on the
environment and public health. Additionally, due to itsrelatively low mammalian toxicity, it is used as a larvi-
cide in many mosquito control programs in various for-
mulations [7,26,27].
The presence of temephos restricts the hatching of Ae.
aegypti eggs, which is evident from the differences be-
tween the egg-hatching percentages of the control trap
and the lethal trap; the control had a higher percentage
than the lethal trap. Nevertheless, some of the larvae
managed to hatch but were eventually killed by the
temephos.
The attract-and-kill strategy is still rarely used for
mosquito control in Malaysia; it is already used against
insecticide-resistant Lepidoptera and is suggested as a
new low-emission way to control insect pests [7,28]. Al-
though the results were encouraging, further studies in
the field are still required to determine the effect of the
environment’s abiotic and biotic factors on the lethal
lure. The addition of the attractant may increase the cost
of mosquito control; however, the increase in cost is
compensated for by the lower quantity of the insecticide
used due to the more accurate insecticide-mosquito con-
tact percentage in the lethal lure than the insecticide
alone. Therefore, the attract-and-kill strategy, or lethal
lure, is one potential control method that should be in-
tegrated with other control approaches for mosquito
control.
Conclusion
A caproic acid-temephos combination performed well
in the laboratory as a lethal lure; caproic acid attracted
more gravid mosquitoes, while temephos acted as the
killing agent by restricting egg hatching and killing the
larvae that hatched. From previous studies, developing
an effective lethal lure consists of complex mechanisms
and high manufacturing costs. However, in this experi-
ment, the lethal lure used low cost caproic acid and
temephos. In addition, the application mode of this lethal
lure was not complicated: the temephos granules were
added to a 1 ppm caproic acid solution. Further studies
should focus on the feasibility of field application and
the development of the lethal lure against the adult stage
of Ae. aegypti.
Competing interests
The authors declared that they have no competing interests.
Authors’ contributions
SQO conceived the study and participated in the design of the experiments.
Also, SQO performed the experiments and analyzed the data. SQO and ZJ
wrote the manuscript. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.
Acknowledgement
We are thankful to the Vector Control Research Unit and School of Biological
Sciences, University Sciences Malaysia for supplying the mosquitoes, testing
chamber’s materials and insecticides. The first author was financially
supported by MyBrain15 program under the Department of Education,
Malaysia.
Ong and Jaal Parasites & Vectors  (2015) 8:28 Page 7 of 7Received: 11 November 2014 Accepted: 2 January 2015References
1. Bhatt S, Gething PW, Brady OJ, Messina JP, Farlow AW. The global
distribution and burden of dengue. Nature. 2013;496:504–507.
2. Abu Hassan A, Yap HH. Mosquitoes. In Urban Pest Control a Malaysia
Perspective 2nd edition. VCRU, School of Biological Sciences, USM: Universiti
Sains Malaysia Publishers 2003, Chapter4: 27-42
3. World Health Organization. Dengue haemorrhagic fever diagnosis,
treatment, prevention and control. 2nd ed. Geneva, Switzerland: World
Health Organization; 1997.
4. World Health Organization. Pesticide and their application for the control of
vector and pest of public health importance. 6th ed. Geneva, Switzerland:
World Health Organization; 2006.
5. Kenawy ER. Recent advances in controlled release of agrochemicals. Rev
Macromol Chem and Phys. 1998;C38:365–390.
6. Ganesan K, Mendki MJ, Suryanarayana MSV, Prakash S, Malhotra RC. Studies of
Aedes aegypti (Diptera: Culicidae) ovipositional responses to newly identified
semiochemicals from conspecific eggs. Aust J Entomol. 2006;45(7):5–80.
7. Michaelakis A, Mihou AP, Koliopoulos G, Couladouros EA. Attract-and-kill
strategy. Laboratory studies on hatched larvae of Culex pipiens. Pest Manag
Sci. 2007;63:954–9.
8. Okumu FO. Potential benefits, limitations and target product-profiles of
odor-baited mosquito traps for malaria control in Africa. PLoS One.
2010;5:e11573.
9. Smallegange RC, Takken W. Host-seeking behaviour of mosquitoes: responses
to olfactory stimuli in the laboratory. In: Takken W, Knols BGJ, editors. Olfaction
in vector-host interactions. Wageningen: Wageningen Academic Publishers;
2010. p. 143–180.
10. Ferdinand VS, Nicole LA, John PG, Atchariya P, Tolulope AO, Lars E, et al.
Effect of Aedes aegypti exposure to spatial repellent chemicals on
BG-Sentinel™ trap catches. Parasit Vectors. 2013;6:145.
11. Nancy SM, Jason M, Salum M, Edith PM, Irene RM, Emanuel WK, et al. Using
a new odour-baited device to explore options for luring and killing
outdoor-biting malaria vectors: a report on design and field evaluation of
the Mosquito Landing Box. Parasit Vectors. 2013;6:137.
12. Takken W. Chemical signals affecting mosquito behaviour. Invertebr Reprod
Dev. 1999;36:1–3.
13. AOAC. Fatty acids in oils and fats, preparation of methyl esters, boron
trifluoride method. AOAC method 969.33. Maryland, USA: AOAC; 1995.
14. Ponnusamy L, Ning X, Satoshi N, Dawn M, Wesson, Coby S, et al.
Identification of bacteria and bacteria-associated chemical cues that
mediate oviposition site preferences by Aedes aegypti. Proc Natl Acad Sci
U S A. 2008;105(27):9262–9267.
15. Kramer WL, Mulla MS. Oviposition Attractants and Repellents of Mosquitoes:
Oviposition Responses of Culex Mosquitoes to Organic Infusions. Environ
Entomol. 1979;8:1111–1117.
16. Holman RT, Johnson SB, Bibus DM, Okeahialem TC, Egwim PO. High
Omega-3 Essential Fatty Acid Status in Nigerians and Low Status in Minnesotans.
J Biol. 1966;1:3.
17. SGE Analytical Science: Comparison of Cyano and Wax Phases for the
Analysis of Fatty Acid Methyl Esters (FAMEs) Dan Di Feo Jr. SGE Analytical
Science Incorporated, USA (2007)
18. Lipid library from the Lipomics Technologies 2012. www.metabolon.com/
lipomics.aspx
19. Beerman C, Jelinek J, Reinecker T, Hauenschild A, Boehm G, Klör HU. Lipids
health discussion 2. 2003.
20. Hwang YS, Kramer WL, Mulla MS. Oviposition attractants and repellents of
mosquitoes. Isolation and identification of oviposition repellents for Culex
mosquitoes. J Chem Ecol. 1980;6:71–80.
21. Colton YM, Chadee DD, Severson DW. Natural “skip oviposition” of the
mosquito Aedes aegypti as evidenced by codominant genetic markers. Med
Vet Entomol. 2003;17:195–201et.
22. Trexler JD, Apperson CS, Schal C. Laboratory and field evaluations of
oviposition responses of Aedes albopictus and Aedes triseriatus (Diptera:
Culicidae) to oak leaf infusions. J Med Entomol. 1998;35:967–976.
23. Kramer WL, Hwang YS, Mulla MS. Oviposition repellents of mosquitoes:
negative responses elicited by lower carboxylic acids. J Chem Ecol.
1980;6:415–424.24. Nazni WA, Lee HL, Wan Rozita WM, Lian AC, Chen CD, Azaharia AH, et al.
Oviposition behaviour of Aedes albopictus in temephos and Bacillus
thuringiensis israelensis-treated ovitraps. Dengue Bull. 2009;33:209–216.
25. Humberto QM, Mara Ivonne GR, Martha Irma TG, Irma Guadalupe ZC,
Ilse SA, Juan Francisco MP, et al. Selection of oviposition sites by female
Aedes aegypti Exposed to two larvicides. J Am Mosq Control Assoc.
2012;28(1):47–9.
26. World Health Organization. Data sheet on the impact of pesticides on non
target organisms. Temephos, WHO/VBC/88.955 Geneva, Switzerland: World
Health Organization; 1988.
27. Cilek JE, Webb JD, Knapp FW. Residual concentration and efficacy of three
temephos formulations for control of larval Aedes aegypti. J Am Mosq
Control Assoc. 1991;7:310–312.
28. Hugl H, Gurtler C. Chemical industry reduces emissions– from production to
the consumer. Chemosphere. 2001;43:17–20.Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of: 
• Convenient online submission
• Thorough peer review
• No space constraints or color ﬁgure charges
• Immediate publication on acceptance
• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar
• Research which is freely available for redistribution
Submit your manuscript at 
www.biomedcentral.com/submit
